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Detailed Action 

Background 

1. This Office Action is responsive to the following communications: 
Applicant's amendment filed on 12/12/2006. 

2. Claims 1-35 are pending in this case. The Applicants have amended 
claims 1, 10, 12-14, 23, 32, and 34-35 where claims: l, 14, and 23 are in independent 
form. 

3. Applicants have amended the Specification in response to the objection 
cited by the Examiner in the previous Office Action (dated 9/13/2006) with regard to 
Trademark usage at paras. [0003], [0003], and [0005]. The objection is withdrawn in 
view of the amendment. 

4. Applicants have amended the Specification in response to the objection 
cited by the Examiner in the previous Office Action (dated 9/13/2006) with regard to 
informalities at para. [0036]. The objection is withdrawn in view of the amendment. 

5. Applicants have amended the Claims in response to the objection cited by 
the Examiner in the previous Office Action (dated 9/13/2006) with regard to 
informalities appearing within claims 12-13, 34, and 35. The objection is withdrawn in 
view of the amendment. 
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6. Applicant's arguments concerning the Examiner's rejections of claims 1-3, 
8-16, 21-25, 30-35, made under 35 U.S.C. § 102(b) in the previous Office Action (dated 
9/13/2006) have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

7. Applicant's arguments concerning the Examiner's rejections of claims 4-5, 
17-18, and 26-27, made under 35 U.S.C. §103(a) in the previous Office Action (dated 
9/13/2006) have been fully considered but they are not persuasive. 

*** 

Claim Rejections • 35 USC § 102 

8. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 
U.S.C. 102 that form the basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office 
action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication 
in this or a foreign country or in public use or on sale in this 
country, more than one year prior to the date of application for 
patent in the United States. 

9. Claims 1-3, 8-16, 21-25, 30-35 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as 
being anticipated by Bogdan (US Pat. No. 5,903,265). 

As to independent claim 1, Bogdan teaches a method of controlling an icon 
appearance (allows a user to customize the size of window elements provided by an 
operating system, col. 2, lines 59*61) of a display system having a display screen (video 
display, col. 2, line 26), the method comprising: backing up display properties of the 
display system ("saving additional system metrics scheme by pressing the "Save 
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Scheme" button 76.," col. 4, lines 27*36; see also e.g. "SetMenuItemlnfoO function in 

that it interrogates information from the MENUITEMINFO structure.," col. 6, lines 16- 

20; see also SystemParametersInfoO, col. 6, lines 32-40) which are currently set for an 

original icon appearance (i.e. "CXICON Icon width ...CYICON Icon height...," col. 4, 

lines 47-67; see also "CXICONSPACING Horizontal icon spacing... CYICONSPACING 

Vertical icon spacing" col.4, lines - 9) by generating a first registry subkey in a memory 

of the display system: 

The SystemParametersInfoO function is provided by the operating system 
48 to enable an application to query or set system wide parameters. The 
system wide parameter to query or set is specified by a parameter that is 
passed to the function call. Amongst the possible values for this 
parameter is the SPI.sub.- SETNONCLIENTMETRICS value and the 
SPI.sub." GETNONCLIENTMETRICS parameter. These parameter 
values are specified to either set or retrieve the various sizes of system 
visual elements that are defined within the operating system 48, as 
discussed above, (col. 6, lines 32-42) 

Examples of first registry subkey &' 

CXICON Icon width 

CYICON Icon height 

CXSIZE Minimize/Maximize icon width 

CYSIZE Minimize/Maximize icon height 

CXICONSPACING Horizontal icon spacing 

CYICONSPACING Vertical icon spacing (col. , lines 47-67) 



if the display properties are determined to be valid ("...comply with standards that 
permit its use in the operating system." col. 2,lines 11-12) and storing the display 
properties in a corresponding registry! displaying an icon control window on the display 
screen (dialog box 64, col. 3, lines 36-37), the icon control window including at least one 
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sample icon for a user's preview (icon contained within preview area, preview section 
68, col. 3, line 38 \see also e.g. Fig. 5); changing the at least one sample icon's 
appearance (e.g. icon width, height, horizontal spacing, and vertical spacing VIA 
elements: "CXICON," "CYICON," "CXICONSPACING," and "CYICONSPACING," 
respectively, see table spanning cols. 3"4) according to inputs for a new icon appearance 
being received from a user through the icon control window ("The user may click the 
mouse 44 on the upward arrow 84 to increase the element size and click the mouse on 
the downward arrow 86 to decrease the element size. In addition, the user may put the 
caret on the value and directly edit the value." col. 4, lines 44*58); and changing the 
icon appearance of the display system by changing the display properties in accordance 
with the user inputs ("after the user has finalized the changes and exited the dialog box 
64, the bitmaps stored in the bitmap cache 52 (FIG. 3) are re-drawn in response to the 
user request...," col. 4, lines 52-55). 

As to independent claim 14, this claim differs from claim 1 only in that, this 
claim is a system claim whereas claim 1 is a method claim. Since Bogdan taught the 
system for carrying out the method of claim 1 (system 36, col. 2, lines 66-67), this claim 
is rejected for the same reasons set forth in the treatment of claim 1. 

As to independent claim 23, this claim differs from claim 1 only in that, this 
claim is a product claim defined by the method of claim 1. Since Bogdan taught the 
product for carrying out the method of claim 1 ("A computer-readable medium having 
computer-executable instructions for performing, by a computer system having a 
display and a processor running an operating system and an application program..." 
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see Claim No. 8), this claim is rejected for the same reasons set forth in the treatment 
of claim 1. 

As to dependent claim 2, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1 
wherein the received inputs include at least one of an icon size (icon width: "CXICON" 
and height: "CYICON," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also window element, Fig. 5) 
vertical icon spacing ("CYICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also 
window element, Fig. 5), horizontal icon spacing ("CXICONSPACING," see table 
spanning cols. 3*4; see also window element, Fig. 5), icon font size ("...changing the font 
size..." col. 6, line 7), and icon font type (icon under font selection, Fig. 5). 

As to dependent claim 3, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1 
wherein the icon control window comprises: an icon size controller providing a plurality 
of selectable icon sizes for the user to select a desired icon size from the selectable icon 
sizes ("pre-defined schemes that each specify a single unique set of values [through a] 
drop down list box 74 that lists the system metrics", col. 4, lines 10-17); a preview 
region including the at least one sample icon, the sample icon being resized when the 
desired icon size is selected through the icon size controller ("Examples of window 
elements that are generated in accordance with the currently selected system metrics 
scheme are displayed in [preview] section 68."col. 4, lines 20- 22) (emphasis added); and 
an execution controller interfacing with the display system in order to change an icon 
size of the display system according to the selected icon size ("when an application 
program wishes to draw a window on the video display, the application program 
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retrieves the bitmaps from the cache and uses the bitmaps to draw the system-provided 
window elements..." col.2, lines 16-20). 

As to dependent claim 8, Bogdan further teachsthe limitations of claim 1, 
wherein the icon control window (e.g. 64, Fig. 5) comprises: a plurality of manual input 
controllers (e.g. plurality of manual input controllers of control window 64, Fig. 5) 
manually receiving the inputs from the user ("The user may click the mouse 44 on the 
upward arrow 84 to increase the element size and click the mouse on the downward 
arrow 86 to decrease the element size. In addition, the user may put the caret on the 
value and directly edit the value." col. 4, lines 44-58); a preview region including the at 
least one sample icon, the sample icon's appearance being changed according to the 
manually received inputs (section 68, col. 3, lines 36-40); and an execution controller 
interfacing with the display system for changing the display properties in accordance 
with the received user inputs ("after the user has finalized the changes and exited the 
dialog box 64, the bitmaps stored in the bitmap cache 52 (FIG. 3) are re-drawn in 
response to the user request...," col. 4, lines 52-55; see also "OK" button of 64, Fig. 5). 

As to dependent claim 9, Bogdan further teachsthe limitations of claim 8, 
wherein the user inputs comprises at least one of an icon size (e.g. window element 70 
of Fig. 5 is icon width: "CXICON" and height: "CYICON;" see also table spanning cols. 
3-4), vertical icon spacing (e.g. window element 70 of Fig. 5 is "CYICONSPACING," see 
also table spanning cols. 3-4), horizontal spacing(e.g. window element 70 of Fig. 5 is 
"CXICONSPACING," see also table spanning cols. 3-4), icon font size ("...changing the 
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font size..." col. 6, line 7), and icon font type (e.g. user input Fonts-> Icon in area 72 of 
64 Fig. 5). 

As to independent claim 10, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1, 
wherein the backing up display properties comprises: determining whether the display 
properties are valid based on a display properties table of the display system ("...comply 
with standards that permit its use in the operating system." col. 2, lines 11-12; see also 
"SystemParametersInfoO," col. 6, lines 32-34). 

As to dependent claim 11, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1, 
wherein the displaying an icon control window comprises: determining whether the 
display properties are valid ("...comply with standards that permit its use in the 
operating system." col. 2,lines 11-12) based on a display properties table of the display 
system ("SystemParametersInfoO," col. 6, lines 32-34); and displaying the icon control 
window on the display screen if the display properties are determined to be valid ("...by 
using a dialog box 64..." col. 3, lines 35-36). 

As to dependent claim 12, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1, 
wherein the changing the at least one sample icon's appearance comprises: determining 
whether the inputs for the new icon appearance are received through the icon control 
window ("The user may click the mouse 44 on the upward arrow 84 to increase the 
element size and click the mouse on the downward arrow 86 to decrease the element 
size. In addition, the user may put the caret on the value and directly edit the value." 
col. 4, lines 44-58; "... by using a dialog box 64..." col. 3, lines 35-36); and changing at 
least one of an icon size (icon width: "CXICON" and height: "CYICON," see table 
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spanning cols. 3-4; see also window element, Fig. 5), vertical icon spacing 
("CYICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also window element, Fig. 5), 
horizontal icon spacing ("CXICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also 
window element, Fig. 5), icon font size ("...changing the font size..." col. 6, line 7), and 
icon font type (icon under font selection, Fig. 5; also e.g. small cap under 72) of the at 
least one sample icon according to the new icon appearance if the user inputs are 
received through the icon control window ("... by using a dialog box 64..." col. 3, lines 35- 
36). 

As to dependent claim 13, Bogdan further teaches the limitations of claim 1, 
wherein the changing the icon appearance of the display system comprises: determining 
whether the inputs for the new icon appearance are supported by the display system 
("...comply with standards that permit its use in the operating system." col. 2,lines 11- 
12); and changing at least one of an icon size (icon width: "CXICON" and height: 
"CYICON," see table spanning cols. 3*4; see also window element, Fig. 5), vertical icon 
spacing ("CYICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see also window element, 
Fig. 5), horizontal icon spacing ("CXICONSPACING," see table spanning cols. 3-4; see 
also window element, Fig. 5), icon font size ("...changing the font size..." col. 6, line 7), 
and icon font type (icon under font selection, Fig. 5; also e.g. small cap under 72) of the 
display system according to the new icon appearance if the user inputs are supported 
by the display system ("... and must comply with standards that permit its use in the 
operating system." col. 2, lines 11-12). 
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As to dependent claims 15-16, 21-22, these claims differ from claims 2-3 and 8-9, 
only in that, these claims are system claims whereas claims 2-3 and 8-9, respectively, 
are method claims. Since Bogdan taught the system for carrying out the method of 
claims 2-3 and 8*9 (system 36, col. 2, lines 66-67), these claims are rejected for the same 
reasons set forth in the treatment of claims 2-3 and 8-9 respectively. 

As to dependent claim 24-25 and 30-35, these claims differ from claims 2-3 and 
8-13 only in that, these claims are product claims defined by the methods of claims 2*3 
and 8-13, respectively. Since Bogdan taught the product for carrying out the method of 
claim 1 ("A computer-readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
performing, by a computer system having a display and a processor running an 
operating system and an application program..." see Claim No. 8), these claims are 
rejected for the same reasons set forth in the treatment of claims 2-3 and 8-13, 
respectively. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

9. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for 

all obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed 
or described as set forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the 
subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are such that the subject 
matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was 
made. 
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10. Claims 4-5, 17-18, and 26-27 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bogdan in view of Morris-Yates et al. (US PG Pub. 2002/0054144 
Al). 

As to dependent claim 4, Bogdan teaches the limitations of claim 3 as discussed 
above. Bogdan does not expressly disclose that the icon size controller comprises a 
sliding bar with minimum and maximum icon sizes, the user selecting the desired icon 
size by moving a size indicator within the sliding bar. Morris-Yates et al is cited for 
teaching the icon size controller (Fig. 3) comprising a sliding bar with minimum and 
maximum icon sizes (see Fig. 4 below): 



the user selecting the desired icon size by moving a size indicator (providing 
active user feedback in a graphic user interface, para. [0003]) within the sliding bar 
(control 110 being a "scale" adjustment control in a "slider" format, para. [0006]). It 
would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention 
was made, to have used the sliding bar of Morris-Yates et al in Bogdan because Morris- 




Maximu 
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Yates et al. is directed to the same problem of using size controllers having sliding bars 
for scaling graphical elements and expressly suggests the use of the sliding bars for the 
advantage of providing "...feedback as to the potential results of changing a setting 
[eliminating the] "change and wait" sequence for the user, which is inconvenient and 
frustrating." para. [0008]). 

As to dependent claim 5, Bogdan teach the limitations previously discussed with 
respect to claim 4 above, further comprising the minimum and maximum icon sizes of 
the sliding bar are selected from a size range supported by the display system ("pre- 
defined schemes that each specify a single unique set of values [of] system metrics", col. 
4, lines 10-17). Bogdan does not expressly disclose that the icon size controller 
comprises a sliding bar with minimum and maximum icon sizes, the user selecting the 
desired icon size by moving a size indicator within the sliding bar. Morris-Yates et al 
further teaches the icon size controller (Fig. 3) comprising a sliding bar with minimum 
and maximum icon sizes (see Fig. 4 above) the user selecting the desired icon size by 
moving a size indicator (providing active user feedback in a graphic user interface, 
para. [0003]) within the sliding bar(control 110 being a "scale" adjustment control in a 
"slider" format, para. [0006]). Thus, the combination of Bogdan and Morris-Yates et al. 
meet the claimed limitations for the same reasons set forth in the discussion of claim 4 
above. 

As to dependent claims 17 and 18 these claims differ from claims 4 and 5 only in 
that these claims are system claims whereas claims 4 and 5, respectively, are method 
claims. Since Bogdan taught the system for carrying out the method of claims 4 and 5 
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(system 36, col. 2, lines 66~67), these claims are rejected for the same reasons set forth 
in the treatment of claims 4 and 5 respectively. 

As to dependent claims 26 and 27, these claims differ from claims 4 and 5 only in 
that these claims are product claims defined by the methods of claims 4 and 5, 
respectively. Since Bogdan taught the product for carrying out the method of claim 1 
("A computer-readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
performing, by a computer system having a display and a processor running an 
operating system and an application program..." see Claim No. 8), these claims are 
rejected for the same reasons set forth in the treatment of claims 4 and 5, respectively. 

10. Claims 6-7, 19-20, and 28-29 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Bogdan in view of a publication by Portrait Displays, Inc. titled 
"Learn How Portait Displays' Liquid View 2.0 Can Bring On-Screen Navigation Into 
Focus" (hereinafter "Portrait'). 

As to dependent claim 6, Bogdan teach the limitations of claim 3, 
discussed above. Bogdan does not expressly disclose the icon size controller to comprise 
a plurality of selectable buttons representing the plurality of selectable icon sizes, the 
user selecting the desired icon size by selecting one of the selectable buttons. Portrait is 
cited for teaching the icon size controller comprising a plurality of selectable buttons 
representing the plurality of selectable icon sizes, the user selecting the desired icon 
size by selecting one of the selectable buttons from 100 to 300 (Eleven predefined 
settings, col. 1 within text box! See aJsoFig. Liquid View User Interface, pp.1 below): 
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Liquid View User Interface 



Selectable icon sizes 
via selectable buttons 

It would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time the 
invention was made, to have used the selectable buttons of Portrait with Bogdan 
because Portrait is: (l) directed to precisely the same problem of controlling the display 
of a system having a display screen ("...which gives users an immediate way to increase 
the size of fonts , icons , and menus ..." col. 1, second to last par a.) (emphasis added); (2) is 
in the same field of endeavor of "...letting users quickly scale up their menus and 
icons..." (col. 1, last paragraph); and (3) Portrait expressly suggests "Liquid View 2.0 
makes relationships between various user- definable elements simple and easy to 
change from one location." 

As to dependent claim 7, Bogdan teach the limitations of claim 6 as discussed 
above. Bogdan does not expressly disclose that the plurality of selectable buttons 
include toggle buttons. Portrait is cited for teaching the plurality of selectable buttons 
include toggle buttons (see above, Fig. Liquid View User Interface, where each of the 
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eleven buttons are toggle buttons). Therefore it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time the invention was made, to have used the toggle 
buttons of Portrait with Bogdan for the reasons set forth above. 

As to dependent claims 19 and 20 these claims differ from claims 6 and 7 only in 
that, these claims are system claims whereas claims 6 and 7, respectively, are method 
claims. Since Bogdan taught the system for carrying out the method of claims 6 and 7 
(system 36, col. 2, lines 66-67), these claims are rejected for the same reasons set forth 
in the treatment of claims 6 and 7 respectively. 

As to dependent claims 28 and 29, these claims differ from claims 6 and 7 only in 
that these claims are product claims defined by the methods of claims 6 and 7, 
respectively. Since Bogdan taught the product for carrying out the method of claim 1 
("A computer-readable medium having computer-executable instructions for 
performing, by a computer system having a display and a processor running an 
operating system and an application program..." see Claim No. 8), these claims are 
rejected for the same reasons set forth in the treatment of claims 6 and 7, respectively. 

*** 

Response to Arguments 

11. Applicants' arguments, see p. 11, filed 12/12/2006, with respect to the 
Objections cited by the Examiner in the previous Office Action (dated 9/13/2006), to the 
Specification and Claims with regard to informalities have been fully considered and 
are persuasive. Accordingly, the Objections to the Specification and claims have been 
withdrawn. 
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12. Applicants' arguments, see p. 11, filed 12/12/2006, with respect to the 
Rejections cited by the Examiner in the previous Office Action (dated 9/13/2006), to the 
Claims with regard to Bogdan teaching "backing up the display properties" have been 
fully considered but are not persuasive. 

Bogdan teach saving additional system metrics scheme by pressing the "Save 
Scheme" button 76 disclosed at col. 4, lines 27-36. 

13. Applicants' arguments, see p. 12, filed 12/12/2006, with respect to the 
Rejections cited by the Examiner in the previous Office Action (dated 9/13/2006), to the 
Claims with regard to Bogdan teaching "backing up these properties before showing a 
user a preview of the new settings" have been fully considered but are not persuasive. 

In particular, it is respectfully submitted that pointing out unclaimed features in 
the disclosure does nothing to show error in the rejection. 

Conclusion 

14. The following prior art is made of record and, while not relied upon, is 

considered pertinent to Applicants' disclosure- 

[l] Portrait Displays, Inc., LiquidView v2.0 Product Overview, 
7/2/2002. 

[2]* Higgins et al (US 5,477,241) for teaching sliding bars to resize 
visual elements including icons. 

[3] Eisen et al. 1990 for demonstrating (in the year 1990) the level of 
skill, the recognition of the problem, and a proposed solution to 
dynamically changing icons either through a control menu or on 
the icon itself. 
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THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. Applicant is reminded of the extension of 
time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire 
THREE MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is 
filed within TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory 
action is not mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory 
period, then the shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory 
action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1.136(a) will be 
calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no event, however, will 
the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date 
of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
Examiner should be directed to Samir Termanini at telephone number is (571) 270- 
1047. The Examiner can normally be reached from 9 A.M. to 6 P.M., Monday through 
Friday. 

If attempts to reach the Examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, Stephen S. Hong can be reached on (571) 272-4124. The fax phone number 
for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
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Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 
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